of the visual and auditory stimuli). The average position Precision of bimodal localization is usually better than of this stimulus was always zero, as in previous studies either the visual or the auditory unimodal presentation.
bimodal localization was better than either unimodal inverse estimate of noisiness, rather than one modality capturing the other. As visual localization is usually far localization and always near the predicted threshold. The predicted differences are not large compared with superior to auditory location, vision normally dominates, apparently capturing the sound source and giving rise the measurement errors associated with estimating curve slopes (obtained from a bootstrap technique [27] to the classic ventriloquist effect. However, if the visual estimate is corrupted sufficiently by blurring the visual and indicated by the error bars). Individually, on a paired t test analysis between the bimodal and the best unitarget over a large region of space, the visual estimate can become worse than the auditory one, and optimal modal condition, only two out of six cases reached 5% significance (details in caption). However, for none of localization correctly predicts that sound will effectively capture sight. This is broadly consistent with other rethe subjects is the bimodal threshold greater than the best unimodal estimate, and none differs statistically effects of learning and instructions: our subjects, both authors and naive, were trained extensively on the audiWe conclude that the ventriloquist effect is a specific example of near-optimal combination of visual and auditory task and were asked to think of the display as a ball thudding onto the screen to ensure that they attended to tory space cues, where each cue is weighted by an able that subjects be encouraged to use and to trust their nonpreferred sense and that the perceptual system not be given the chance to recalibrate to a consistent
